
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



RECENT CASES. 55 

State v. Ruth, 14 Mo. App. 226. Again it is the rule that only where the 
streets are defined by legislative enactment will the court recognize their 
existence without proof. Diggens v. Hartshorne. 108 Cal. 154. On the 
other hand it has been held that the court cannot take judicial notice 
that an alley between two designated streets is within certain territorial 
boundaries. City of Topeka v. Cook, 72 Kan. 595. Nor will a court take 
judicial notice of a street outside the state. Ingersoll v. Davis, 14 
Wyo. 120. 

Executors and Administrators — Compensation — Legal Services — 
In re Wilson's Estate, 119 N. W. 522 (Neb.) An administrator, being 
an attorney-at-law, performed legal services in the administration of said 
estate. Held, that if such services were necessary for the proper admin- 
istration of the estate and beneficial thereto, the court in its discretion 
might allow the administrator reasonable compensation therefor. Reese, 
C. J., and Dean and Rose. JJ., dissenting. 

The weight of authority is in favor of the rule that an executor 
or administrator can receive no compensation for legal services rendered 
by him to the estate. Hough v. Harvey, 71 111. 72 ; Lite's Succession, 24 La. 
Ann. 490 ; Loague v. Brennan, 86 Tenn. 634. Some courts go even further 
and hold that a firm of which the administrator is a member can receive 
no compensation for professional services rendered the estate. Parker v. 
Day, 155 N. Y. 383; Taylor v. Wright, 93 Ind. 121. This doctrine is 
followed by the English Courts. Burge v. Brutton, 2 Hare 373. On the 
other hand numerous jurisdictions hold with the principle case, that an 
administrator is entitled to reasonable attorney's fees. Alexander v. 
Bates, 127 Ala. 328; in re Mabley's Estate, 74 Mich. 143; Sloan v. Duffy, 
117 Wis. 480. 

Husband and Wife — Attorney's Fees — Husband's Liability — Hen- 
drick v. Silver, 115 N. Y. Supp. 1093. Held, that an attorney may 
recover from the husband for services rendered the wife in her action 
for a separation upon proof that the suit was for the support of the 
wife and that it was brought on reasonable grounds. 

The general rule is that the husband is liable for the necessaries due 
the wife. Seybold v. Morgan. 43 111. App. 39; Dolan v. Brooks, 168 Mass. 
350. There is a conflict of opinion as to when legal services are to be 
considered as necessaries. Some courts hold that legal services rendered 
the wife in defending herself in divorce proceedings brought by the hus- 
band are necessaries. Porter v. Briggs, 38 Iowa 166; Gossett v. Patten, 
23 Kan. 340. But other courts hold that such services are not necessaries. 
Cook v. Newell, 40 Conn. 596; Dow v. Eyster, 79 111. 254. There is also 
conflict as to whether husband is liable for legal services furnished to 
the wife in bringing divorce proceedings against him; some courts hold- 
ing the husband liable, Isbell v. Weiss, 60 Mo. App. 54; Morrison v. Holt, 
42 N. H. 478, whereas "other courts do not hold him liable, Hahn v. 
Rogers, 69 N. Y. Supp. 926. Neither is the husband liable for attorney's 
fees for bringing a criminal prosecution to compel him to support the 



